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INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  statement  is  to  assure  that  the  human 
environment  is  carefully  considered  and  that  state  and  national 
environmental  goals  are  met  when  developing  highway  improvements. 

Preparation  of  this  Environmental  Statement  was  entrusted  to 
the  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Highways.   Data  compiled  by 
the  following  agencies  is  presented  throughout  this  statement. 

State  of  Montana  -  Department  of  Highways 

Sanders  County  -  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

United  States  Forest  Service  -  Thompson  Falls 

Ranger  District 

State  of  Montana  -  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

In  past  years,  representatives  of  these  agencies  have  held 
meetings  concerning  the  projects  to  be  discussed  in  this  statement. 
At  a  meeting  held  in  Thomipson  Falls,  September  19,  1972,  these 
agencies  concluded  that  this  statement  should  be  prepared  with 
the  Department  of  Highways  being  the  lead  agency.   The  consultation 
and  coordination  furnished  by  the  before-mentioned  agencies  has  been 
of  great  benefit  in  the  preparation  of  this  statement. 

In  August  1973  the  draft  Statement  was  published  and  distributed 
for  comments.   In  November  1973  a  combined  location  -  design  public 
hearing  was  held  for  the  projects  discussed  in  this  statement  at 
Thompson  Falls.  The  information  received  from  those  who  reviewed 
the  draft  and  those  who  commented  at  the  hearing  is  included  as  a 
part  of  this  statement. 

Through  the  use  of  the  comments  received  and  good  engineering 
judgment,  the  decision  to  recommend  Alternate  "C3",  the  retaining 
wall  system,  has  been  made.   This  alternate  as  discussed  in  the 
body  of  the  statement  will  not  encroach  on  the  stream.   It  will 
minimize  the  detrimental  impact  on  the  area.  ' 
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SUMMARY  SHEET 


I.   TYPE  OF  ACTION 

(X)  Administrative  (  )   Legislative 

(  )  Draft  (X)   Final 

(X)  Environmental  Statement 

(  )  Combination  Environmental/Section  4  (f)  Statement 

II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

These  projects  are  a  part  of  Federal  Aid  Secondary  (F-A.S.) 
Route  No.  471,  also  known  as  Forest  Highway  (F.H,)  No.  7. 
This  route  begins  at  the  Montana-Idaho  State  line  at  Thompson 
Pass  and  proceeds  easterly  to  a  point  on  F.  A.  P.  Route  No.  5, 
Montana  200,  about  two  miles  west  of  Thompson  Falls  for  a  route 
length  of  about  twenty-three  miles.   The  beginning  of  the  pro- 
posed projects  is  at  a  point  on  F.  A.  S.  Route  471  approximately 
twenty  miles  west  of  Thompson  Falls  and  the  end  is  about  11.5 
miles  west  of  Thompson  Falls,  for  a  length  of  approximately  8.5 
miles. 

Project  S-221  (3)  begins  just  east  of  the  confluence  of  Glidden 
Gulch  and  Prospect  Creek  and  runs  easterly  to  the  confluence  of 
Cooper  Gulch  and  Prospect  Creek,  a  distance  of  4.5_+  miles.  Pro- 
ject S-221  (7)  begins  at  the  end  of  S-221  (3)  and  continues 
easterly  to  the  confluence  of  Daisy  Creek  with  Prospect  Creek, 
a  distance  of  4.0+  miles.   Exhibits  "A"  and  "B"  show  the  location 
of  the  projects. 

The  projects  will  basically  follow  the  existing  road  through 
this  area.  The  projects  will  be  designed  using  a  typical  section 
having  a  future  finish  top  of  28  feet.   This  section  will  have 
two  twelve-foot  driving  lanes  and  two- foot  outside  shoulders. 

III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

The  long  lasting  impact  of  this  project  should  be  beneficial  in 
nature  as  it  will  provide  a  safe,  and  efficient  transportation 
facility.   There  will  be  some  adverse  environmental  impact  on 
the  area  which  will  be  discussed  in  detail  in  this  statement, 
but  this  will  not  be  enough  to  significantly  alter  the  character 
of  the  area. 

New  right-of-way  will  have  to  be  acquired  to  provide  adequate 
land  for  the  new  facilities.   At  the  present  stage  of  development 
of  the  project,  it  is  not  known  exactly  what  amount  of  right-of- 
way  will  be  required  for  the  entire  project;  however,  a  minimum 
of  50  feet  on  each  side  of  centerline  is  normal  for  secondary 
projects. 


clearing  for  the  project  will  be  limited  to  five  feet  outside 
the  construction  limits  and  much  of  this  cleared  land  will  be 
topsoiled  and  reseeded  and  generally  restored  to  its  former 
state. 

There  will  be  some  increase  in  noise,  air,  and  water  pollution 
during  construction  of  the  projects,  although  these  items  should 
return  to  their  present  levels  upon  completion. 

Over  the  long-term,  noise  and  air  pollution  may  increase  due  to 
the  increase  in  traffic  that  is  expected  on  this  highway  in  the 
future.  There  presently  exists  through  the  area  of  the  projects 
a  pipeline  owned  by  Yellowstone  Pipeline  Company.  There  will  be 
areas  where  relocation  and/or  encasement  of  this  pipe  could  be 
required.  The  relocation  of  this  pipe  would  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  which  would  not  create  a  detrimental  impact.   It  should 
be  possible  to  relocate  the  pipe  just  outside  and  parallel  to 
the  shoulder  line  of  the  roadway  if  relocation  is  required. 

Section  4  (f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966 
requires  that  special  consideration  be  given  to  lands  used  as 
parks,  recreation  areas,  wildlife  or  waterfowl  refuges,  or  natural 
or  historic  landmarks.   Requests  for  Section  4  (f)  determinations 
were  sent  to  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and  the  Montana  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game.   Their  determinations  show  that  there  is  no 
Section  4  (f)  involvement.   The  requests  and  replies  are  included 
in  Section  X  of  the  Environmental  Statement.   Also  included  in 
Section  X  is  an  independent  section  1653  (f),  formerly  section 
4  (f),  determination  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  for 
projects  which  are  located  on  Forest  Service  lands. 

IV.   ALTERNATIVES 

Reasonable  alternate  routes  through  this  area  are  very  limited 
due  to  a  narrow  valley  floor  and  steep  mountain  slopes  to  the 
sides.  The  projects  will  parallel  and/or  overlay  the  existing 
road  and  avoid  encroachments  to  the  stream  wherever  possible.  If 
encroachment  becomes  necessary,  the  design  will  be  developed  to 
minimize  the  impacts  created. 

The  "No-Build"  alternate  has  been  given  some  consideration,  but 
this  would  not  fulfill  the  basic  responsibility  of  providing 
safer  and  more  efficient  transportation  facilities  for  the 
traveling  public. 

The  existing  road  is  mostly  a  one-lane  roadway  with  poor  horizont- 
al and  vertical  alignment.  Also,  there  are  very  poor  provisions 
for  drainage.  At  the  west  end  of  the  S-221  (3)  project  and  at 
the  east  end  of  the  S  221  (7)  project  there  are  improved  sections 
of  roadway  to  secondary  road  standards  with  these  projects  creat- 
ing a  bottleneck  for  completion  of  this  route.  Therefore,  the 
"no-build"  alternative  would  not  provide  the  necessary  safe  and 
efficient  transportation  facilities  needed. 
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FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  PROJECT 

In  the  1950 's  various  groups  of  people  living  in 
Thompson  Falls,  Montana  and  Murray  and  Prichard,  Idaho 
worked  together  for  betterment  of  the  route  between  the 
two  towns  via  the  route  up  Prospect  Creek  and  over  Thompson 
Pass.   Their  work  helped  to  establish  this  route  as  part  of 
the  Secondary  Highway  system  of  the  respective  states.  The 
Montana  portion  of  this  route  is  now  known  as  Federal  Aid 
Secondary  Route  #471,  or  Forest  Highway  No.  7  in  Montana. 

In  the  1950 's  this  route  was  unimproved,  with  very  poor 
alignment,  grade  and  drainage.   It  was  a  one-lane  roadway  with 
some  areas  of  sufficient  width  to  allow  passing.   Little  main- 
tenance was  done  and  the  road  was  closed  to  traffic  for  approxi- 
mately six  months  of  the  year  due  to  heavy  snowfall.  Similar 
closures  still  exist. 

At  the  present  time  this  route  has  been  upgraded  from  the 
Idaho-Montana  line,  at  Thompson  Pass,  easterly  for  3,5_+  miles 
and  from  Montana  200,  just  west  of  Thompson  Falls,  westerly  11.0_+ 
miles.   The  projects  S-221  (3)  and  S-221  (7)  lie  between  these 
upgraded  sections  and  when  constructed  will  complete  the  Montana 
side  of  this  route.   Sections  II,  A.,  II,  B.,  and  V.  B.,  of  this 
report  discuss  these  projects. 

The  purpose  of  these  projects,  therefore,  is  to  complete  the 
construction  of  this  route.   This  will  provide  good  access  for 
all  the  road  uses,  including  tourism,  recreational  use,  forestry, 
and  mining.   Through  increased  usage  generated  by  the  improved 
access  the  economics  of  the  area  will  be  enhanced. 

In  August,  1973,  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  these 
projects  was  distributed  for  comments.   In  November,  1973,  a 
Location  and  Design  public  hearing  was  held.   Utilizing  the 
information  received  from  the  above  along  with  the  engineering 
studies  which  have  been  completed  by  the  Department  of  Highways 
the  recommendation  is  being  made  to  design  the  "C3"  alternate  in 
the  study  area.   This  alternate,  using  a  retaining  wall  system,  will 
minimize  the  detrimental  impacts  to  the  area  and  still  be  economical- 
ly acceptable. 


II,   DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECTS  AND  THEIR  SURROUNDINGS 

A .   Project  Description 

These  projects  are  located  in  northwestern  Montana 
in  the  southwestern  part  of  Sanders  County.   They  involve 
the  construction  of  an  8.5+  mile  section  of  F.A.S.  No.  471, 

The  Lolo  National  Forest  encompasses  much  of  the  sur- 
rounding area.   This  provides  an  abundance  of  public  land. 
There  are  no  developed  campgrounds  along  Prospect  Creek, 
but  some  camping  and  picnicing  at  undeveloped  sites  along 
the  route  does  occur. 

One  site  that  shows  evidence  of  camping  and  picnicing 
activity  is  near  a  locally  recognized  historical  site  knowns 
as  the  Old  Mountain  House.   This  site  is  discussed  further 
in  Section  III  of  this  report, 

A  map  showing  the  relationship  of  these  projects 
to  the  surrounding  area  is  included  in  the  exhibit  section 
of  this  statement. 

Federal  Aid  Secondary  Route  471  begins  at  Thompson  Pass 
on  the  Montana-Idaho  border  and  extends  easterly  23+  miles 
to  a  point  on  Montana  200  about  two  miles  west  of  Thompson 
Falls.   The  route  follows  an  existing  low  class  roadway 
down  the  Prospect  Creek  drainage. 

From  the  pass  easterly  for  3,5_+  miles,  a  project 
for  construction  to  secondary  standards  has  just  been 
completed.   Project  S-221  (3)  begins  3 . 5_+  miles  east 
of  the  pass  at  the  end  of  the  completed  section  and 
extends  4,5+;  miles  easterly  to  Cooper  Gulch.  Project 
S-221  (7)  begins  at  the  end  of  the  S221  (3)  projects 
and  extends  easterly  4.0_+  miles  to  Daisy  Creek.  The         • 
remaining  11,0+;  miles  of  the  route  was  constructed  to 
secondary  standards  in  the  early  1960's.  The  reconstr- 
ucted sections  are  presently  gravel  surfaced;  however, 
provision  has  been  made  for  future  asphalt  surfacing. 

The  projects  will  be  designed  using  a  typical  section 
having  a  future  paved  top  of  28  feet.   This  will  provide 
two-twelve  foot  driving  lanes  with  two- foot  shoulders. 
Upon  completion  of  these  projects,  the  surface  will  have 
a  width  of  approximately  3  5  feet  and  will  have  compacted 
crushed  aggregate  surfacing.   All  the  projects  on  this 
route  have  been  and  will  be  constructed  in  stages  with 
the  paved  surface  to  be  contracted  at  a  future  date,  due 
to  the  availability  of  secondary  road  funds.  Acquisition 
of  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  land  will  be  by  permanent 
easement  and  for  the  mining  claims,  fee  simple  on  surface 
rights. 
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B.   Current  Status 

The  preliminary  engineering  programs  for  these  pro- 
jects were  approved  in  December,  1962,  for  Project  S-221 
(3) ,  and  in  November,  1969,  for  Project  S-221  (7) .   The 
S-221  (3)  project  was  originally  part  of  the  project  just 
constructed  from  the  Idaho  line  easterly  for  3.5+  miles. 
However,  due  to  a  conflict  at  about  Station  151+00+_  to 
Station  175+00+;  over  whether  or  not  encroachment  into  the 
stream  would  be  allowed,  only  the  3 . 5_+  mile  section  was 
contracted  in  June  of  1970.   Alternate  alignments  on  pro- 
ject S-221  (3)  from  Station  151+  to  Station  175+,  were 
prepared  and  presented  in  the  draft  statement.   These  alter- 
nates were  designed  to  minimize  the  damage  to  the  area  at  a 
reasonable  cost.   From  the  comments  received  on  the  draft 
environmental  statement  and  from  the  comments  brought  forth 
at  the  public  hearing,  the  recommendation  is  being  made  to 
design  alternate  "C3",  the  retaining  wall  system  in  this 
portion  of  the  project. 

Project  S-221  (7)  is  currently  in  design  status.   This 
project  appears  to  be  free  of  any  serious  controversy. 

G.   Description  of  Existing  Environment 

1.   Terrain 

The  projects  are  located  in  the  mountains  of  north- 
western Montana.   They  are  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Lolo  National  Forest  and  about  20  miles  west  of  Thompson 
Falls.   The  surrounding  mountains  are  part  of  the  Bitter- 
root  Mountain  Range.   The  Prospect  Creek  drainage  contains 
open  meadows  in  its  lower  reaches  and  timber  covered  ridges 
at  higher  elevations.   There  are  no  lakes  of  any  size  in 
the  areas. 

The  alignment  for  these  projects  will  parallel  or 
overlay  the  existing  road  wherever  feasible.   The  align- 
ment will  miss  the  existing  structures  which  cross  the 
drainage  in  the  project  so  that  these  structures  can  be 
used  as  detours  during  construction.   Upon  completion  of 
the  project,  the  existing  structures  will  be  removed. 

Several  bridges  and/or  large  pipes  will  be  needed  on 
the  projects.   The  proposed  alignment  crosses  Prospect 
Creek  at  a  point  approximately  1.5+  mile  east  of  the  be- 
ginning of  Project  S-221  (3) ,   A  crossing  of  Evans  Creek 
is  also  included  in  Project  S-221  (3) .   On  project  S-221 
(7),  it  will  be  necessary  to  cross  Cooper's  Creek,  Crow 
Creek,  and  Propsect  Creek.   The  Prospect  Creek  crossing 
would  be  just  east  of  Crow  Creek.   The  decision  to  use 
structures,  pipes  or  a  combination  of  these  will  be  based 
on  the  requirement  of  the  Montana  Stream  Preservation  Law, 
the  fisheries  of  the  streams,  the  hydraulic  and  hydralogic 
studies  of  the  streams  involved. 


The  present  average  daily  traffic  on  the  existing 
road  is  approximately  52  vehicles  per  day.   The  design 
year  (1994)  count  is  expected  to  be  approximately  130 
vehicles  per  day. 

New  right-of-way  will  be  acquired  to  provide  ade- 
quate land  for  the  new  facilities.   The  minimum  width 
normally  taken  is  60  feet  on  each  side  of  centerline. 
This  width  will  be  increased  where  construction  require- 
ments dictate.   The  land  involved  in  these  projects  is 
U.  S.  Forest  Service  land,  with  the  exception  of  one 
mining  claim  at  Station  294+70+  on  Project  S-221  (3) , 
and  three  patented  mining  claims  located  between  Stations 
541+00+  and  Station  560+00+  on  Project  S-221  (7) . 

2 .  Geology 

The  outcrops  in  this  area  are  of  the  Pre-Cambrian 
Prichard  formation,  which  consists  of  layers  of  quartzite 
and  quartzitic  argillite.   The  fairly  wide  and  level  valley 
floor  of  the  Prospect  Creek  drainage  consists  of  a  thin  soil 
profile  covering  stream  gravels.  Some  sand  and  silt  layers 
may  be  present  in  the  gravels.   On  the  upper  half  of  S-221  (3), 
the  alignment  traverses  talus  slopes  at  several  locations.  The 
talus  is  blocky,  large,  and  contains  only  minor  amounts  of  fine 
material.   Most  of  these  slopes  are  active  and  appear  to  be 
only  temporarily  stable  in  their  natural  slopes. 

3.  Climate 

The  average  temperature  in  this  area  is  about  45*-'.  The 
temperature  normally  varies  from  an  average  of  about  lO^F. 
in  July  to  an  average  of  about  20°  F.  in  January. 

The  average  annual  precipitation  in  this  area  is  approxi- 
mately 26  inches  at  Thompson  Falls,  70  inches  at  Thompson  Pass, 
and  approximately  40-50  inches  on  the  projects,  mostly  in  the 
form  of  snowfall.  Considering  that  approximately  70  percent  of 
this  moisture  is  snow  and  that  on  an  average  3  inches  of  snow 
equals  1  inch  of  precipitation,  there  would  be  approximately 
120  inches  of  snow  depth  in  the  area  during  the  winter  months. 
This  accumulation  of  snow  would  normally  occur  between  October 
and  April. 

The  prevailing  wind  in  this  area  is  westerly  to  west 
southwe  s  te  r ly . 

4.  Land  Use 

The  Prospect  Creek  area  has  been  used  primarily  for 
timber  harvesting  and  mining  activities.   A  limited  amount 
of  recreational  activity  also  exits.   With  the  development 
of  this  route,  the  land  use  will  remain  essentially  the  same. 
The  added  traffic  between  Thompson  Falls,  Montana,  and  Murray 
and  Prichard,  Idaho,  will  not  affect  land  use  patterns.  Recrea- 
tion and  tourism  through  this  area  should  increase  through  im- 
proved access. 
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The  majority  of  the  area  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
highway  is  well  timbered  and  within  the  general  forest 
zone.   Much  of  the  area  was  burned  over  in  the  major 
fires  of  1889  and  1910,  creating  young  stands  of  lodge- 
pole  pine,  Douglas  fir,  and  larch  with  a  scattered  over- 
story  of  mature  timber.   Harvest  cuts  of  the  mature  and 
overmature  trees  are  planned  for  the  Therriault,  Lucky 
Boy,  Buster  Brown,  Cox  Gulch,  and  Evans  Gulch  drainages 
in  the  next  ten  years.   Additional  timber  management 
activities  should  occur  as  the  60-70  year  old  trees  reach 
harvestable  size  and  age. 

U.  S.  Antimony  Corporation  is  presently  processing 
100  tons  of  ore  per  day  from  their  mining  properties  in 
Antimony  Creek.  The  mine  and  mill  operations  presently 
employ  20  individuals. 

Much  of  the  upper  Prospect  Creek  area  is  mineralized 
to  some  extent.   Numerous  claims  have  been  staked  during 
the  past  ten  years.   Exploration  activities  have  increased 
during  the  past  two  years.   Good  access  to  upper  Prospect 
Creek  could  stimulate  increased  exploration  and  possible 
development  of  additional  mineral  properties. 

D.  SOCIAL  AND  OTHER  FACTORS 

1.  Population 

The  present  population  of  Thompson  Falls,  Montana,  ac- 
cording to  the  1970  census,  is  1,356;  Murray,  Idaho,  100; 
Prichard,  Idaho,  25;  and  Wallace,  Idaho,  2,206. 

The  road  to  these  projects  is  kept  open  the  year  around 
as  far  west  as  Station  385+00  on  S-221  (7)  from  Thompson  Falls, 
because  of  the  antimony  mine  located  near  that  station.  This 
mine  employs  approximately  20  persons  who  generally  commute 
from  Thompson  Falls.   There  are  no  permanent  residents  on  the 
projects,  so  there  are  no  mail  routes,  school  bus  routes,  or 
irrigation  systems. 

There  has  been  no  development  of  the  land  adjacent  to  these 
projects. 

No  wide  band  ownership  maps  are  included  with  this  report, 
as  the  projects  are  entirely  on  U.  S.  Forest  Service  land,  with 
the  exception  of  the  mining  claims  described  previously.   This 
is  also  an  unsurveyed  township  and  range  area. 

2.  Economic  Activity 

These  projects  should  have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  economic 
activity  of  the  area.  Instead,  a  beneficial  effect  should  be  re- 
alized because  of  the  improved  access  to  the  area.  There  will  be 
a  short  term  increase  in  economic  activity  in  the  area  during  con- 
struction and  a  long  term  increase  in  economic  activity  upon  com- 
pletion of  the  route  <, 
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3.  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Elk,  mule  deer,  white-tailed  deer,  and  black  bear  are 
the  most  numerous  big  game  species  inhabiting  the  Prospect 
Creek  drainage.   Occasional  moose  and  mountain  lions  are  also 
observed. 

Elk,  deer,  and  black  bear  can  be  found  in  most  of  the 
drainage  during  the  summer  months.   During  the  winter  and 
early  springs,  the  drainage  is  important  as  a  winter  range 
for  elk  and  mule  deer  at  the  optimum  elevations  on  south  and 
west  facing  slopes  from  Clear  Creek  to  the  vicinity  of  Twenty- 
Four  Mile  Creek.   White-tails  use  the  lowest  elevations  from 
the  mouth  of  the  Prospect  Creek  drainage  for  the  first  few  miles 
during  the  winter. 

The  highway,  no  doubt,  will  be  crossed  by  migrating  big  game 
from  the  numerous  drainages  on  the  south  and  southwest  area  of  the 
main  Prospect  drainage  in  the  winter  and  then  again  in  the  summer 
going  back  to  summer  ranges. 

In  addition  to  big  game,  three  species  of  mountain  grouse 
are  present  along  with  snowshoe,  hares,  furbearers,  bobcats, 
coyotes,  and  some  waterfowl. 

The  highway  would  no  doubt  create  a  hazard  for  game  crossing 
the  highway  at  all  times  of  the  year.   This  could  be  especially 
true  during  the  winter  for  white-tailed  deer,  which  winter  at  the 
lowest  elevations.   White-tailed  deer  vehicle  collisions  are  numer- 
ous throughout  a  region  where  a  highway  bisects  or  borders  a  winter 
range.   These  collisions  are  most  prevalent  during  the  crepuscular 
or  nocturnal  hours. 

In  areas  of  known  high  game  movements,  the  roadway  could  be 
signed  to  forewarn  the  motorist  and  to  help  minimize  collisions 
and  game  mortality. 

Most  of  Prospect  Creek  in  the  project  area  dries  up  at  times 
during  the  summer  months.   Even  though  this  negates  the  recreation 
potential  for  fishing  at  this  time  of  year,  the  entire  stream  is 
important  during  the  early  spring  and  summer  months  when  the  fish 
migrate  to  and  from  upper  Prospect  Creek  which  supports  a  natural 
fishery. 

A  wide  variety  of  species  of  the  family  Salmonidae  inhabit 
Prospect  Creek  and  its  tributary  streams.   These  include  cutthroat 
trout,  rainbow  trout,  Dolly  Varden,  brook  trout,  brown  trout,  and 
mountain  Whitefish,   Catchable  size  rainbow  trout  are  stocked  in  the 
lower  end  of  Prospect  Creek  to  supplement  wild  trout  populations. 
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Historically,  this  stream  was  used  extensively  by 
spawning  populations  of  Dolly  Varden  trout  migrating  from 
Lake  Pend  Oreille.   With  the  advent  of  Cabinet  Gorge  and 
Noxon  hydroelectric  dams,  this  run  was  all  but  eliminated. 

In  recent  years,  an  attempt  was  made  to  increase 
migratory  brown  trout  spawning  runs  by  planting  eyed  eggs 
in  an  incubation  channel  draining  into  the  lower  portion  of 
Prospect  Creek.   After  several  years  of  evaluation  of  imprint 
egg  plants,  no  discernable  increase  in  migratory  brown  trout 
populations  has  been  identified  to  date. 

Qualitative  measurements  of  the  trout  populations  were 
conducted  with  electrofishing  gear  in  1970  to  determine  species 
composition  and  relative  abundance.  Dolly  Varden  and  cutthroat 
trout  were  the  only  species  collected  from  the  upper  portion  of 
the  creek  in  the  Twenty-Four  Mile  Creek  area.  Below  Gilbert 
Gulch,  a  variety  of  species  were  collected  with  brook  trout  and 
rainbow  trout  being  the  most  abundant. 

The  number  of  game  fish  collected  varied  considerably  through- 
out the  various  sampling  areas.   The  most  abundant  fish  populations 
were  found  above  the  mouth  of  Twenty-Four  Mile  Creek.   The  catch 
rate  in  this  section  was  11  fish  per  100  foot  in  the  Coyote  Gulch 
section,  and  seven  fish  per  100  foot  in  the  Clear  Creek  area.  The 
fish  populations  appear  to  increase  progressively  as  the  flow  in- 
creases downstream  from  the  mouth  of  Crow  Creek, 

In  1970,  water  quality  collections  were  made  above  and  below 
the  influence  of  the  recent  development  of  an  antimony  concentrator 
and  tailing  ponds  at  the  mouth  of  Cox  Creek.   Base  line  data  were 
collected  monthly  for  a  year  to  set  water  quality  standards  for 
Prospect  Creek, 

Prospect  Creek  is  low  in  chemical  fertility  with  total  dis- 
solved solids  ranging  from  12  to  57  ppm.   A  range  in  ph  from  6.4 
to  8.2  was  noted.   Only  trace  amounts  of  the  heavy  metal  concentra- 
tions (copper,  nickel,  zinc,  and  cadmium)  were  present.   Because 
of  its  low  dissolved  solid  concentration,  Prospect  Creek  has  a  low 
buffering  effect.   Thus,  any  slight  chemical  influence  could  result 
in  marked  change  in  water  quality. 

4.   Highway  Facilities 

In  the  past,  the  Prospect  Creek  drainage  has  been  served  by 
a  system  of  county  and  U,  S.  Forest  Service  roads.   This  system 
provided  the  necessary  access  for  mining,  timber  harvesting,  and 
recreational  uses.   These  roads  are,  however,  narrow  and  poorly 
maintained  with  little  or  no  surfacing  and  inadequate  provisions 
for  dissipation  of  storm  runoff. 

The  old  bridges  on  this  route  create  maintenance  problems. 
Most  of  them  are  not  adequate  to  carry  present  day  traffic.  New 
structures  should  be  constructed  in  the  near  future  to  serve  the 
safety  and  economic  needs  in  this  area. 
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5 .   Utility  Systems 

These  projects  will  interfere  with  some  of  the  utilities 
■,   now  in  place  along  the  existing  roadway.   The  conflicting 
utilities  will  be  relocated  and  perpetuated  through  the  pro- 
jects.  The  utilities  in  conflict  will  include  power  lines  and 
a  petroleum  pipe  line.   The  exact  extent  of  involvement  with 
these  facilities  has  not  been  determined  at  this  time.  There 
may  be  some  short-term  disruption  to  the  systems  while  they  are 
being  relocated;  however,  there  will  not  be  any  long-term  effects, 

PROBABLE  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

A.   Broad  Impacts 

In  light  of  the  fact  that  these  projects  involve  the 
reconstruction  of  the  existing  roadway  and  generally  follow 
the  same  alignment,  the  broad  impacts  upon  the  area  are  not 
expected  to  be  of  much  consequence. 

We  do  not  expect  these  projects  to  cause  any  more  urbaniza- 
tion of  the  area  than  would  have  resulted  if  the  projects  were 
not  built. 

The  projects  will  not  result  in  the  relocation  of  any 
residences  or  businesses.   There  are  no  permanent  residences 
on  the  projects,  so  there  are  no  mail  routes,  school  bus  routes, 
or  irrigation  systems  involved. 

There  are  no  Section  4(f)  lands  involved  in  these  projects. 
Section  4(f)  determinations  are  presented  in  Section  X  of  this 
report, 

A  historical  site  of  local  interest,  the  Old  Mountain 
House,  is  located  north  of  Station  305+  on  project  S-221(3), 
Exhibit  "B"  shows  the  location  of  this  site  with  respect  to 
the  highway  project.  This  site  is  not  listed  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  (see  Section  X) ,   It  has  historic 
interst  to  the  local  people  because  it  was  a  stage  stop  or  rest 
stop  for  travelers  during  the  development  of  western  Montana  and 
eastern  Idaho,  Any  structures  that  may  have  existed  at  the  site 
are  now  gone.   The  project  will  have  little,  if  any,  effect  on 
this  site.   The  new  highway  centerline  will  be  farther  from  the 
site  than  the  centerline  of  the  existing  roadway.   An  unimproved 
campground  has  developed  adjacent  to  this  site.   The  U.  S.  Forest 
Service  has  no  present  plans  to  develop  this  area  for  more  intensive 
recreation  use, 

B,   Impacts  on  the  Narrow  Band  Adjacent  to  the  Project 

This  project  will  have  an  effect  on  the  area  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  roadway,  both  during  and  after  construction. 

The  process  of  constructing  a  highway  results  in  a  temporary 
increase  in  air  and  water  pollution.   Contractors  will  be  required 
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to  meet  state  air  pollution  standards  with  regard  to  dust 
control  and  air  pollution  control  in  order  to  keep  air  pol- 
lution to  a  minimum.   Temporary  and  permanent  erosion  control 
methods  and  topsoil  replacement  and  seeding  will  be  employed. 

The  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Highways'  Standard 
Specifications,  Supplemental  Specifications  and  Special  Pro- 
visions provide  specific  instructions  that  the  contractor 
must  follow  in  meeting  pollution  control  requirements. 

Prior  to  the  start  of  construction,  the  contractor  is 
required  to  submit  his  schedules  and  methods  of  accomplishing 
temporary  and  permament  erosion  control  work  for  clearing  and 
grubbing,  grading,  bridges,  and  other  structures  at  water  courses, 
construction,  paving,  haul  roads,  borrow  areas,  and  his  plan  for 
disposal  of  waste  materials. 

The  contractor  shall  provide  immediate  erosion  control 
measures  to  prevent  contamination  of  adjacent  streams  or  other 
water  courses,  lakes,  ponds,  or  other  areas  of  water  impoundment. 
Such  work  may  involve  the  construction  of  permanent  or  temporary 
berms,  dikes,  dams,  sediment  basins,  slope  drains,  and/or  use 
of  mulches,  mats,  seeding,  or  other  control  devices  or  methods 
necessary  to  control  erosion. 

Noise  levels  during  and  after  construction  will  be  higher 
than  at  present,  although  logging  activity  in  the  past  represent- 
ed noise  levels  of  a  similar  magnitude, 

PROBABLE  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED 

A  minimal  amount  of  air  and  water  pollution  will  occur  during 
and  for  a  short  period  of  time  after  construction. 

The  commitment  of  right-of-way  for  the  road  will  remove  this 
land  from  its  present  use  and  will  preclude  its  being  used  for  other 
purposes  as  long  as  the  roadway  exists.   However,  access  to  all  ad- 
jacent properties  will  not  be  controlled. 

Noise  levels  will  be  higher  than  at  present.   However,  taking 
into  account  the  lack  of  permanent  residences  in  the  area  and  the     , 
design  year  average  daily  traffic,  this  improvement  will  not  approach 
the  design  noise  levels  of  PPM  90-2, 

Calculations  have  been  made  to  evaluate  the  noise  levels  of  the 
proposed  roadway  at  the  site  of  the  unimproved  U,  S.  Forest  Service    \ 
park  and  picnic  area.   This  site  is  at  Station  296+  on  the  S-221  (3) 
project  and  has  been  used  for  the  control  since  the  projects  are  in 
a  undeveloped  area. 

It  can  be  seen  from  the  calculations  on  the  following  pages 
that  the  noise  levels  that  would  be  generated  are  well  below  the  al- 
lowable levels  according  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's 
PPM  90-2,  Noise  Standards. 
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Design  year  ADT  =  130  vehicles 
Design  year  percent  trucks  =  15.1 
Design  speed  40  miles  per  hour 

*Land  Use  Design  Noise  Level         Scaled 

Category  J^L  lO  -  dba Distance  Feet 

A  60  200 

B        '  70  100 

C  75  100 

*DESIGN  NOISE  LEVEL/LAND  USE  RELATIONSHIPS 

Land  Use    Design  Noise 

Category    Level  -  L^^q    Description  of  Land  Use  Category 

A         60   dBA       Tracts  of  lands  in  which  serenity  and 

(Exterior)     quiet  are  of  extraordinary  significance 
and  serve  an  important  public  need,  and 
where  the  preservation  of  those  qualities 
is  essential  if  the  area  is  to  continue  to 
serve  its  intended  purpose.   Such  areas 
could  include  amphitheaters,  particular 
parks  or  portions  of  parks,  or  open  spaces 
which  are  dedicated  or  recognized  by  appropr- 
iate local  officials  for  activities  requiring 
special  qualities  of  serenity  and  quiet. 

B         70  dBA        Residences,  motels,  hotels,  public  meeting 
(Exterior)     rooms,  schools,  churches,  libraries,  hospi- 
tals, picnic  areas,  and  parks. 

C         75  dBA        Developed  lands,  properties  or  activities 
(Exterior)     not  included  in  categories  A  and  B  above, 

+  Lio-dBA  =  the  round  level  which  is  exceeded  only  10%  of  the  time, 
the  levels  indicating  the  most  noisy  events  at  a  point,  rep- 
resenting generally  the  noisiest  vehicles  in  a  traffic  flow    ; 
mix. 

Q  =  10  to  12  percent  of  design  year  ADT  =  130X12  =  16.6,  say,  17 
veh/hr. 

De=  Vdn  X  Dp '  D]^  =  Distance  from  receiver  to  centerline  of 

the  near  lane. 

V^4  X  106   =  100:  Dp  =  Distance  from  receiver  to  centerline  of 


the  far  lane , 


V194  X  206'  =  200: 


The  following  nomograph  gives  the  L]_o  noise  levels  for  the 
land  use  categories. 
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An  inventory  of  existing  land  uses  indicates  that  for  this 
project,  the  calculated  noise  levels  are  well  below  the  al- 
lowable levels  for  the  existing  B  and  C  land  use  activities. 

The  highway  would  no  doubt  create  a  hazard  for  game 
crossing  the  highway  at  all  times  of  the  year.   This  could 
be  expecially  true  during  the  winter  for  white-tailed  deer, 
which  winter  at  the  lowest  elevations.   White-tailed  deer 
vehicle  collisions  are  numerous  throughout  a  region  where  a 
highway  bisects  or  borders  a  winter  range.   These  collisions 
are  most  prevalent  during  the  crepuscular  or  nocturnal  hours. 

With  the  design  speed  of  the  highway  being  50  MPH  or  less 
and  with  advance  signing  in  areas  of  known  high  game  movements 
the  collisions  between  vehicles  and  game  will  be  minimized. 
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V.   ALTERNATIVES 


Location  Criteria 

As  has  been  indicated  in  the  Current  Status" 
section  of  this  statement,  program  approval  was 
granted  in  December,  1962,  for  S-221  (3) ,  and 
November,  1969,  for  S-221  (7) ,  and  we  are  cur- 
rently in  the  design  phase  of  the  project  development. 

In  determining  the  most  suitable  location  for 
these  projects,  the  following  items  are  being  considered. 

1.  Horizontal  Curvature 

The  horizontal  alignment  in  mountainous  terrain 
such  as  is  encountered  on  these  projects  needs  to  be 
one  which  follows,  as  nearly  possible,  the  contour 
of  the  existing  terrain.   For  this  reason,  the  design 
standards  for  the  projects  allow  for  horizontal  curves 
of  12030 '.   Because  the  limitations  of  the  terrain  are 
not  so  severe  that  a  maximum  degree  of  curve  is  nec- 
essary, these  projects  will  have  a  maximum  of  lOoQO' 
on  S-221  (3)  and  703O'  on  S-221  (7).   The  curvature 
of  the  roadway  will  be  designed  so  that  the  impact  on 
the  environment  is  kept  to  a  minimum. 

2.  Grades 

Winter  travel  in  this  area  will  involve  snow 
packed  and  icy  roads  for  much  of  the  season.  Steep 
grades  increase  the  hazards  associated  with  slick 
roads.   The  design  standards  provide  for  grades  up 
to  7%.   However,  at  this  stage  of  development,  the 
maximum  grade  on  the  S-221  (3)  project  will  be  6 . 2_4% 
and  on  the  S-221  (7)  project,  it  will  be  3.9%.  Grades 
will  be  held  to  a  minimum  compatible  with  the  terrain. 

3.  Existing  Roadway 

The  existing  road  has  introduced  several  small 
roadway  scars  in  the  area.   Where  possible,  the  new 
roadway  will  follow  the  old  road  to  keep  cut  and  fill 
scars  to  a  minimum. 

4.  Landslides 

As  pointed  out  earlier  in  the  discussion  of  the 
geology  of  the  area,  there  are  existing  landslides 
and  potential  landslide  conditions  along  the  route. 
Studies  have  been  made  of  areas  where  slides  have  oc- 
cured  or  are  likely  to  occur.   The  alignment  will  avoid 
these  areas  where  possible  or  special  design  features 
will  be  incorporated  into  the  plans  to  preclude  their 
becoming  major  problems. 
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B.   Description  of  Alternates 

For  the  most  of  the  route,  it  is  possible  to  establish  a 
location  which  meets  the  desired  design  criteria.   The  location 
follows  the  existing  roadway  except  where  alignment  and  grade 
dictates  otherwise. 

A  study  of  alternate  alignments  (see  Exhibit  "C")  was  required 
between  Station  151+00+  and  Station  175+00+  on  Project  S-221  (3) , 
because  of  the  close  proximity  of  Prospect  Creek  and  slopes  contain- 
ing talus  slide  areas.   Consideration  was  given  to  three  alternate 
locations  as  follows: 

1.  Using  the  originally  proposed  design  (Exhibit  "Cl")  which  would 
require  encroachment  of  the  roadway  slope  into  Prospect  Creek 
and  make  it  necessary  to  develop  channel  changes.   These  channel 
changes  would  be  from  Station  159+00+  to  Station  162+00+  and 
Station  164+OOjf  to  Station  169+OOjf .   It  may  also  be  necessary 

to  move  the  Yellowstone  pipeline  from  Station  165+00+^  to  Station 
168+00+. 

2.  Realignment  of  the  roadway  (Exhibit  "C2")  in  this  area  through 
the  use  of  structures  or  structural  steel  pipe  or  a  combination 
of  these  to  cross  the  creek  twice  and  avoid  the  encroachment 

on  the  creek.   Here  again,  it  will  be  necessary  to  move  the 
Yellowstone  pipeline.   It  should  be  noted  that  in  Section  IX, 
Exhibit  C,  the  Exhibit  C2  -  Realignment  Across  Creek,  shows  only 
the  crossings  using  pipes  and  that  if  bridges  were  used  in  the 
place  of  pipes,  they  would  be  at  the  same  location. 

3.  Use  the  original  alignment  or  an  alignment  closely  paralleling 
the  original  alignment  but  with  some  type  of  retaining  wall 
system  to  prevent  encroachment  into  the  stream  and  stabilize 
the  talus  slope  in  the  cut  sections.   It  may  be  necessary  in 
this  case  to  install  retaining  walls  above  or  below  or  both 
above  and  below  the  shoulder  of  the  roadway. 

Comments  received  from  the  review  of  the  draft  environmental 
statement  and  the  comments  brought  forth  at  the  public  hearing 
indicate  that  the  alternate  "C3",  the  retaining  wall  system, 
would  be  the  one  which  would  minimize  the  detrimental  impacts 
and  be  economically  acceptable.   This  alternate  is  now  being 
designed  as  a  part  of  the  plans  for  the  S-221  (3)  project, 

4.  The  "No-Build"  Alternate 

The  '"no-build"  alternate  was  considered,  but  was  not  recommended 
for  it  would  not  provide  safe  and  efficient  transportation  for 
the  traveling  public.   Had  this  alternate  been  selected,  it 
would  have  created  a  bottleneck  in  this  route  with  completed 
sections  on  the  west  and  east  ends  of  the  subject  projects. 
It  would  leave  this  area  with  a  roadway  which  had  very  poor 
alignment,  grade  and  drainage,  making  it  impassable  in  the 
winter  and  an  unsafe  transportation  system  when  open. 
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COST  ESTIjyiATES  FOR  ALTERNATE  STUDY  AREA 

In  the  development  of  the  cost  estimates  for  the  alternate 
alignments  studies,  several  control  conditions  were  established 
so  that  all  alignments  could  be  compared  directly  with  one  another. 
This,  therefore,  allows  the  exclusion  of  the  remaining  part  of  the 
project  which  would  have  a  constant  cost  no  matter  which  of  the 
alternates  in  the  study  area  is  used. 

The  controls  on  the  study  area  are  the  following: 

1.  The  beginning  and  ending  stations  for  the  study  area  are 
the  same  on  all  alternates. 

2.  The  following  items  were  included  in  all  alternate  studies: 

a.  Excavation  and  Borrow 

b.  Haul 

c.  Surfacing 

d.  Guardrail 

e.  Small  Drainage 

f.  Relocation  of  Yellowstone  pipeline 

3.  The  following  items  were  used  only  in  the  alternate  being 
studied: 

Cl  -  Channel  Change,  included  channel  change  excavation 
and  riprap. 

C2  -  Realignment  across  creek,  included  in  this  study 

was  the  use  of  one  of  the  following  means  by  which  to      « 

cross  the  creek: 

a.  Structural  Plate  Pipes  (full  circle)  ' 

b.  Structural  Plate  Pipes  (natural  bottom) 

c.  Bridges 

C3  -  Alignment  with  retaining  wall  system  -  included  the 
use  of  a  bin  wall  to  restrict  the  width  of  the  roadway 
slope  to  prevent  encroachment  into  Prospect  Creek. 

The  estimates  for  the  studied  alternatives  in  the  conflict 
area  are  as  follows: 
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VII.   THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S 
ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG- 
TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

The  construction  phase  of  this  project  will  probably 
extend  through  two  construction  seasons,  although  work  may 
not  be  in  progress  all  this  time  as  most  of  the  construction 
work  will  be  shut  down  during  the  winter  months.   On  a  cal- 
endar day  basis,  it  will  probably  take  about  one  year.  Dur- 
ing the  construction  period,  the  surrounding  area  will  under- 
go a  short  time  of  general  disruption  due  to  the  construction 
process.   There  will  be  an  increase  in  noise  and  air  pollution, 
the  construction  limits  will  be  cleared,  and  detours  will  proba- 
bly be  necessary  to  route  traffic   around  construction  areas. 
However,  upon  completion  of  the  project,  the  area  will  adjust 
to  the  changes  that  have  taken  place.   Therefore,  the  short- 
term  uses  will  have  little  lasting  effect  on  the  environment. 

In  regard  to  the  long-term  productivity  of  the  area,  the 
small  amount  of  adverse  effects  from  the  short-term  use  of 
the  environment  is  certainly  justified  as  this  project  will 
provide  safe  and  efficient  transportation  facility  for  the 
traveling  public.   We  do  not  foresee  any  major  change  in  land 
use  as  a  result  of  this  project  nor  do  we  anticipate  any  signi- 
ficant adverse  environment  effects. 

VIII.   IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

The  land  acquired  for  right-of-way  will  no  longer  be 
available  for  other  use.   This  acreage,  however,  is  not  of 
sufficient  quantity  to  be  significant.   Also,  the  gravel 
used  in  the  roadway  surfacing  will  be  irretrievable,  but 
here  again  the  quantities  involved  are  not  significant. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  major  irreversible  commit- 
ment of  resources  that  would  affect  the  beneficial  uses  of  the; 
environment  in  the  area. 
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IX.      EXHIBITS 
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EXHIBIT  "A" 
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EXHIBIT  "B" 


PROJECT  MAPS 
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X.   SECTION  4(f)  LANDS  DETERMINATION 
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STATi;  OF  MONTANA 

[  .-P/.PvTAAGrlT  Or  KlGJ-iWAYS 


HELEr  •    ,    MONTANA     'j^SOl 


c  I  f^'f  r 


September  21,  1972 


32-GOP 

S-221(3) 
Thompson  Falls 
West 


Mr.  Ray  Franks 
District  Ranger 
Lolo  National  Forest 
Thompson  Falls,  Montana 

Dear  Mr,  Franks: 


59873 


As  per  our  conversation  at  the  September  19,  1972 
meeting  on  the  subject  project,  your  assistance  is 
requested  in  providing  information  and  expertise. for 
the  development  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  subject  project. 

We  ar2  looking  for  existing  information  that  you 
may  have.  Information  in  the  following  list  of  areas 
will  be  greatly  appreciated: 

-  History  of  the  area  and  history  of  the  project 

-  Land  use  of  the  area 

-  Geology  of  the  area 

-  Climate  of  the  area 

-  Population  of  the  area 

-  Economic  activity 

-  Fish  and  wildlife 

-  Flora  and  fauna 

We  will  also  appreciate  your  comments  on  alter- 
natives, environmental  impacts  and  probable  adverse 
environmental  effects  which  cannot  be  avoided. 

Also,  the  Department  of  Transportation  has 
recently  indicated  that  a  section  4(f)  submission 
will  be  required  on  projects  which  take  right-of-way 
from  national  forest  lands,  unless  the  U.S.  Forest 
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P    L       HACHFLLER 
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September  21,  1972 
Page  Two 


Service  renders  a  supportable  determination  that  the 
specific  tracts  do  not  have  present  or  planned  4(f) 
usage. 

Since  this  project  will  be  taking  right-of-way 
from  the  Lolo  National  Forest,  we  will  appreciate 
your  furnishing  us  some  sort  of  determination  as  to 
whether  you  have  any  present  or  planned  4(f)  usage 
for  the  specific  areas  that  will  be  involved  with 
this  project. 

We  are  enclosing  copies  of  a  draft  and  a  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  which  you  requested. 

Your  assistance  in  this  effort  is  greatly 
appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

H.J.  ANDERSON 
DIRECTOR  OF  HIGHWAYS 


BY 


0^.t/^)CLJ 


Grover  O.  Powers,  P.E., 
Supervisor  -  Preconstruction 
Section 

3 2-GOP : SCK : KFS : CAS : j j 
Enclosures 

cc:   J.R.  Beckert 
^C.  Miller 
V.C.  Kologi 

J.  Large  -  Lolo  National  Forest-Missoula 
Fred  Burnell  -  Region  #1-U.S,F.S .-Missoula 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
forest  service 
LoLo  National  Forest 


Thompson  Falls  Ranger  District 


7750 


RE:      S-221(3) 

Thompson  Falls  West 


Box  578 

Thompson  Falls,  Mt, 

November  29,  1972 


Mr,  Grover  0,  Powers 

Supervisor  -  Preconstruction 

State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Highways 

Helena,  Montana  59601 


Dear  Mr.  Powers: 

The  following  statement  is  response  to  Section  4(f)  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966  as  amended  by  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1968: 

The  proposed  Forest  Highway  #7,  (S221(3)  Thompson  Falls  VJest 
Route  in  the  Prospect  Creek  Drainage  of  Sanders  County,  Montana, 
has  been  reviewed  against  the  criteria  of  Section  4(f)  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966,  PL  89-670,  as  amended 
by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1968,  PL  90-495,  Section  18. 

Since  this  route  crosses  an  area  of  Public  land  under  Lolo  National 
Forest  jurisdiction  of  these  Public  lands,  we  have  determined  that 
the  route  does  not  encroach  on  or  use  land  from  any  of  the  types  of 
specially  designated  areas  in  the  above  Public  Laws. 


Sincerely, 

WILLL'tM  RAY  Fl^NKS 
District   Ranger 


cc:   SO,    files 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 

[  EPARTMENV  0\-  HIG!-:^"'AY: 


HELE^I     ,    MONTAMA     5960I 


September  21,  1972 


!  "-^  ^  ~'  '< 


32-GOP 


>-?(;■  =:  N  RK.*-!-  t^'  ■'O 


S-221(3) 
Thompson  Falls 
West 


Mr.  Ralph  Bo land 

Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department 
Sam  W.  Mitchell  Building 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Dear  Mr.  Boland: 


This  is  to  request  information  on  fish  and  wild- 
life, as  per  our  conversation  at  the  September  19,  1972 
meeting  at  Thompson  Falls,   Any  data  or  comments  on 
the  Prospect  Creek  area  will  be  appreciated. 

Also,  the  Department  of  Transportation  has 
recently  indicated  that  for  projects  affecting 
fishing  streams  or  game  ranges,  a  statement  rendering 
a  supportable  determination  that  the  lands  affected 
do  not  have  present  or  planned  4(f)  usage  must  be 
obtained  from  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   This 
determination  would  relate  to  lands  owned  or  planned 
to  be  ace uired  by  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
for  conducting  their  park,  wildlife  and  recreational 
functionr. . 


A 


since  the  project  follows  a  fishing  stream,  we 
will  appreciate  your  furnishing  us  with  some  sort  of 
determination  as  to  whether  you  have  any  present  or 
planned  '4(f)  usage  that  will  be  affected  by  this 
project. 


(Cont'd) 


Of;ORGE     VUC^NOVICH,   CHAPPMAN 
M  e  I,  E  N  « 

Wro.  N/1   KesSNFP.ViCP    CHCiRMfl'i  G.  P?    COONF.Y  P    (        BACHfTLIER  J/.v     ■    .'.   i   0"( 


.K">"'; 


♦)   : 


-    38'- ■ 


September  21,  1972 
Page  Two 


Your  coimnents  and  expertise  will  be  of  great 
assistance  in  the  preparation  of  our  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  the  subject  project. 


Very  truly  yours, 

H.J.  ANDERSON 
DIRECTOR  OF  HIGHWAYS 


Grover  O.  Powers,  P.E., 
Supervisor  -  Preconstruction 
Section 


32-GOP:SCK:KFS:CAS: jj 

cc: •  J.R.  Beckert 
By:.  Miller 
w.C.   Kologi 


/ 


/  ■ 
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£g.riQ5>ni"n3!  ©f  siKiDsrnr.'^i^'x^ 


on 


Director  of  Highways 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana   59601 


Attention: 
Gentlemen: 


Grover  0.  Powers 


r 


Helena,  Montana 
November  22,  1972 

Re:   S-221(3) 

Thompson  Falls- 
West 


^^^|  I- 


i  \      : 


I  believe  the  information  concerning  hunting  and 
fishing  in  this  particular  area  has  been  furnished  by 
our  regional  office. 

There  is  undoubtedly  recreational  4(f)  usage  on 
this  land^  however,  at  this  time  we  do  not  own  any 
land  involved  in  the  project,  nor  do  we  have  any  im- 
mediate plans  for  acquisition  of  any  of  these  proper- 
ties. 


WRW/hd 

cc:      k^lph  Boland 
Tor?NHay 


i  j 


Sincerely, 


/^ 


Wesley  R.  Woodgerd,  Administrator 
Recreation  and  Parks  Division 


r.  I  c  !  I-  .  nr: 
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February  26,  1973 
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Mr,  Ashley  Roberts 

Chief  of  Recreation  and  Parks  Division 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Sam  W.  Mitchell  Building 

Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Roberts: 


S  221  (3) 

Thompson  Falls  -  West 
(Environmental  State- 
ment) 


This  is  to  request  information  for  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  which  is  to  be  written  on  the  subject  project 

On  the  subject  project  at  approximate  station  305_+,  see 
attached  print,,  there  is  a  historic  site  of  local  significance 
which  is  known  as  "The  Old  Mountain  House". 

We  are  requesting  any  information  that  you  may  have  as 
to  whether  this  site  is  included  in  the  Federal  Register  or 
if  it  is  being  considered  for  inclusion  into  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister as  a  historic  site. 

Any  information  which  you  can  furnish  this  office  will 
be  greatly  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

H.  J.  ANDERSON 
DIRECTOR, OF  HIGHWAYS 


32-GOP :SCK: CAS : mg 
Attachment 

cc:   J.  R.  Beckert 

R.  E,  Champion 

B.  C.  Miller 

^S<  C.  Kologi 


BY 


,--i.-  Y 


Grover  O.  Powers,  P.  E,.  ,  Supervisor 
Preconstruction  Section 


•^»>.  l-nSw'Al,««»ro'..'«»*'»«f^yj^T, 


-  41  - 


\, 


I 


V:  ■:  i^  :i:  i: '''  ^-^  ^-^ 

Iv'iAR  -  8  1973 


ni:iiMA.  i^0NiA!:A 


/^'•M'.-lX'iVw:. 


£!<■ 


Helena,    MontariM  ' 
March    5,     1973 

JE^e:   S  221  (3) 

ThompsojTi  Falls  -  v^e-^t 
(Environmental  Statement) 


J;J-1-^  H.  J.  Anac.rGon 
DirGctor  of  Hi.chv/ays 
Department  of  Biqhv/ayr^ 
HeJena,  Montana  '59601 

Attention:   Grover  o.  Powers 
Dear  Mre  Anderson: 

This  v.7.-;.:ii  be  v/ith  v-.---, 

the  sice.   It  is  not  on  our  l^-  X    -'--^tt.lG  knov/ledge  about  ■ 


ACR/bc 


Sincejrely, 
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• — 'I 


Ashley/c.  Roberts 
Adnuinistrator 
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Recreation  and  Parks  Division 
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UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memoranaum 


j   MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION 


L 


JAN  1  5  mi 
HELENA,  MONTANA 


RECEIVE  DDEP.iRTMENT   OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 


DATE.- 


SUBJECT: 


FROM 


Montana  S  221(3)  and  S  221(7)  Thompson  Falls-West 
Final  Environmental  Statement 
FHWA -Mont ana  EIS  7 3-04 -F 

H,  N,  Stewart,  Division  Engineer 
Helena,  Montana 


Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson,  Director  of  Highways 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

Helena,  Montana  32:KFS-CAS 


January  14,  1974 

uaci./ii. 


nnit^aji^nl  Rbpprb  jprspirfed 


Attached  is  a  single  copy  of  a  Section  4(f)  Ewece 
for  and  signed  by  Division  Engineer  Stewart.   The  report  constitutes  the 
FHWA  independent  determination  that  the  subject  projects  do  not  encroach 
on  or  use  lands  of  types  cited  in  49  USC  1653(f)  as  required  by  the 
FHWA  Notice  dated  May  11,  1973. 

It  appears  to  us  that  this  report  might  be  included  in  the  final  EIS 
in  Section  X  immediately  following  the  US  Forest  Service  Situation  1 
determination  with  reference  made  thereto  in  the  last  paragraph  of 
Item  III  in  the  Summary  Sheet.   As  discussed  with  Mr.  Skoog,  we  have 
omitted  several  referenced  page  numbers  in  the  determination  report 
which  we  request  you  to  fill  in  when  the  EIS  is  assembled  in  final  form 
and  sequence.  \ 


We  have  no  comments  to  offe^ 
EIS,  a  copy  of  which  was  fui 
dated  January  2,  1974  (Mr. 


on  the  preliminary  submission  of  the  final 
^hed  with  your  Interdepartmental  Memorandum 
-^   Mr.  Champion), 


*  Attachment 


;.   Erlckson  /'■ys' / /0  / /i,0^^//'>L 
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us  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
REGION  8 
MONTANA  DIVISION  OFFICE 
HELENA.  MONTANA 


SECTION  4(f)  DETERMINATION  REPORT 
PURSUANT  TO  49  USC  1653(f) 
PROJECTS  S  221(3)  and  S  221(7) 
THOMPSON  FALLS  -  WEST 
(PROSPECT  CREEK  FROM  CLIDDEN  GULCH  TO  DAISY  CREEK) 

SANDERS  COUNTY 


FHWA  -  Montana  EIS  73-04-F 


JANUARY  14,  1974 
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SECTION  4(f)  DETERMINATION  REPORT 
PURSUANT  TO  49  USC  1653(f) 


INTRODUCTION 


This  report  is  prepared  in  response  to  requirements  set  forth  in  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  Notice  dated  May  11,  1973.   That  Notice 
requires  the  Division  Engineer,  Federal  Highvjay  Administration,  to  make 
an  independent  determination  of  the  applicability  of  49  USC  1653(f) 
when  the  US  Forest  Service  has  determined  that  Situation  1  applies  as 
stated  in  their  Emergency  Directive  No.  3,  dated  October  26,  1972. 
These  referenced  documents  are  included  in  the  Appendix  to  this  report. 

On  page  38  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  Forest  Service 
has  made  a  determination  that  the  route  to  which  this  statement  is 
addressed  does  not  encroach  on  or  take  lands  from  any  of  the  types  of 
specifically  designated  areas  in  the  applicable  public  laws.   This  report 
sets  forth  relevant  data  which  serves  as  the  basis  for  the  independent 
determination  of  the  Division  Engineer. 


RECREATION  SITES 


There  are  no  public  parks,  developed  recreation  facilities  or  improved 
campgrounds  within  the  limits  of  the  mileage  of  these  projects.   There 
however  is  one  area  located  approximately  200  feet  left  of  Station  296+, 
Project  S  221(3),  which  enjoys  minor  use  for  camping  and  picnics.   This 
area  is  depicted  on  project  map  sheets  28  and  28  of  Exhibit  B  of  the 
Final  Environmental  Statement.   This  particular  area  is  unimproved  and 
the  Forest  Service  has  no  definite  plans  for  providing  developments. 
Although  this  site  might  be  considered  a  potential  campground  location, 
construction  of  this  project  will  have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  area 
since  it  will  be  well  screened  from  the  road  by  distance  and  forest 
vegetation^ 


WILDLIFE  AND  WATERFOWL  REFUGES 


There  are  no  wildlife  or  waterfowl  refuges  designated  within  the  confines 
of  these  projects. 
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Page  2 


NATURAL  OR  HISTORIC  LANDMARKS 


There  are  no  registered  landmarks  that  fall  within  the  realm  of  the 
provisions  of  16  USC  470(f)  (Section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966)  on  these  projects. 

There  is  an  area  of  local  historic  significance  located  about  250  feet 
left  of  Station  305+,  Project  S  221(3),  known  as  "The  Old  Mountain 
House"  which  is  shown  on  project  map  sheets  2  8  and  29  of  Exhibit  B  of 
the  Final  Environmental  Statement.   The  site  was  a  stage  or  rest  stop 
of  years  ago,  however,  there  are  no  existing  structures  or  developments 
that  remain  today.   Construction  of  these  projects  will  have  no  adverse 
effect  on  this  area  with  the  lateral  clearance  provided  by  the  proposed 
highway  alignment. 


BASIS  FOR  DETERMINATION  OF  APPLICABILITY  OF  49  USC  1653(f) 


1.  The  routing  of  these  projects  does  not  require  the  use  of  lands  devoted 
to  1653(f)  type  usage. 

2.  No  potential  recreation  sites  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  highway. 

3.  The  effect  of  construction  of  this  road  is  to  provide  access  to  and 
through  the  project  area  rather  than  taking  lands  specifically 
designated  as  4(f)  lands. 


DETERMINATION  OF  APPLICABILITY  OF  49  USC  1659(f) 

It  is  my  determination  that  the  routing  for  these  highway  projects  does  not 
encroach  on  or  use  land  from  any  of  the  types  of  specifically  designated 
areas  cited  in  49  USC  1653(f). 


A^^^Z^^.c,.-zZ.^ 


H.  N,  Stewart,  Division  Engineer 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
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APPENDIX 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL   HIGHWAY   ADMINISTRATION 


SUBJECT  Coordination  of  Environmental  Impact 

Statements  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 


FHWA  NOTICE 


May  11,  1973 

HEV-10 

We  have  been  working  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  to  develop  appropriate 
documentation  to  satisfy  our  requirements  on  the  applicability  of 
Section  1653(f)  to  the  lands  involved  on  those  proposed  highway  projects 
located  in  National  Forests.  Attached  is  Emergency  Directive  No.  3,  on 
coordination  with  the  Department  of  Transportation,  which  the  Forest 
Service  has  recently  released  to  clarify  to  its  field  staffs  their 
responsibilities  in  respect  to  1653(f)  determinations.  This  directive 
provides  the  types  of  documentation  which  the  Forest  Service  will  provide 
FHWA  on  future  highway  projects  located  in  National  Forests. 

We  have  been  advised  by  our  Counsel  that  a  Forest  Service  determination 
that  1653(f)  does  not  apply  must  be  reviewed  and  concurred  in  by  the 
Department  of  Transportation  as  the  Secretary  has  the  final  responsibility 
for  this  decision. 

Recapitulating  past  correspondence  on  this  subject,  we  stress  the 
following  points: 

1.  National  Forest  land  is  not  per  se  1653(f)  land. 

2.  There  must  be  documentation  to  the  effect  that  the  Forest 
land  in  question  has  not  been  designated  as  one  of  the 
1653(f)  type  lands  and  is  not  actually  used  as  such,  and 
that  there  is  no  definite  formulated  plan  for  such  use  to 
permit  a  determination  that  a  1653(f)  statement  is  not 
required.  Definite  and  unequivocal  statements  from  the 
Forest  Service,  covering  these  points,  will  be  considered 
adequate  documentation. 

3.  When  the  Forest  Service  provides  only  the  information 
contained  in  the  statement  given  for  Situation  1  in  the 
attached  Emergency  Directive,  the  division  engineer  must 


-  more  - 


DISTRIBUTION:    Headquarters 
Regions 
Divisions 
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make  an  independent  judgment  on  the  present  and  planned 
use,  before  accepting  the  statement  as  a  determination. 
Substantive  documentation  supporting  this  determination 
must  be  presented  in  the  environmental  impact  statement. 


m 


et^ 


loseph  M.  O'Connor 
'Associate  Administrator  for 
Right-of-Way  and  Environment 


Attachment 
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ATTACHMENT 

FOREST  SERVICE  MANUAL  2132-.1 

Washington,    D,  C.    20250 

EMERGENCY  DIRECTIVE  NO.   3  October  26,    1972 

DISTRIBUTION:     In  Service  Holders  of  FSM  2100 
TITLE:     2100 

REMOVE:     ED  No.    2,    dated  9/14/72 

POSTING  NOTICE:     This  ED  must  be  posted  with  ED  No.    1      . 


2 1  32   -  Coordination  with  Department  of  Transportation  (PL  89-670). 

The   following   procedure  has  been  agreed  upon  between  the  Forest   Service 
and  Federal   Highway  Administration  as   appropriate    to   document    determi- 
nation of   need   for  a   specific   course   of  Action   in  relation   to   Section  4(f) 
of  the  Department   of  Transportation  Act   of   1966  as   amended  by  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act   of    1968. 

As   appropriate,    one    of    the    three    following    statements    shall   be    filed   at 
the    local    level,   Forest    or   Region,    with    the  Federal   Highway  Administration 
on  all  Federally    supported   pro jects--Forest  Highways,    Public   Lands   Highways, 
Federal  Aid   Secondary   and   Primary,    Interstate  Highways,    etc.  The 

following  notation  will  be  placed  on  each  statement: 

This  determination  was  made  by  a  responsible 
Federal  Official's  review  of  the  following  documents 
which  are  on  file  in  the  office (s)  of  (show  the  FS  offices) 
(List  each  document) 

1.      Situation   -   None   of   the   types   of   areas    specifically   stated   in  the 
act  are    involved.       (Recreation  areas    is    interpreted  as:      An   irrevocably 
dedicated   land  use  by   formal   action   such  as  Wilderness*  N.R. A.  *,  Wild  and/or 
Scenic  River'    or  highly   developed,    irreplaceable   recreation   site.) 

Statement   to  be   submitted   to  FHWA. 

The   proposed      (Name)        route        Location) 

(and   the   alternate   routes,)    has  been  reviewed  against   the 
criteria   of   Section  4(f)    of    the   Department    of  Transportation 
Act   of    1966,    PL   89-670,    as   amended  by   the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act   of   the   1968,    PL   90-495,    Section   18. 

Since    this   route   crosses   an  area   of   Public   Land   under 
National  Forest   designation,    as    the  Agency   having    jurisdiction 
of   these   Public   Lands,    we   have   determined   that    the    route   does 
not   encroach   on  or   use    land   from  any   of    the    types   of    specially 
designated   areas    in   the   above   Public  Laws. 
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2.  Situation  -  One  or  more  of  the  types  of  areas  specifically 
stated  in  the  Act  are  involved.   (Same  interpretation  of  recreation 
areas  as  1.  above.) 

Statement  to  be  submitted  to  FHWA. 

The  proposed   Name route   Location 

(and  the  alternate  routes,)  has  been  reviewed  against 
the  criteria  of  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  of  1966,  PL  89-670,  as  amended  by 
the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  the  1968,  PL  90-495, 
Section  11. 

Since  this  route  crosses  an  area  of  Public  Land  under 
National  Forest  designation,  as  the  Agency  having 
jurisdiction  of  these  Public  Lands,  we  have  determined 
that  the  route  does  in  fact  encroach  on  and  uses  land 
from  a  (type  of  area(s))  as  specified  in  the  above  public 
laws  and  we  recommend  a  4(f)  determination  procedure  be 
initiated. 

3.  Situation  -  The  Forest  Service  Analysis  of  the  route  and  its 
effect  on  Management  of  the  National  Forest  clearly  identifies,  for  the 
first  time,  a  current  or  proposed  use  of  land  which  should  be  incorporated 
into  one  of  the  specifically  stated  types  of  areas  and  we  will  implement 
an  action  plan  for  such  designation  as  a  result  of  the  analysis.   (Same 
interpretation  of  recreation  areas  as  1.  above.) 

Statement  to  be  submitted  to  FHWA. 

The  proposed   (Name) route   (Location) 

(and  the  alternate  routes,)  has  been  reviewed  against  the 
criteria  of  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation 
Act  of  1966,  PL  89-670,  as  amended  by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway 
Act  of  the  1968,  PL  99-495,  Section  18. 

Since  this  route  crosses  an  area  of  Public  Land  under  National 
Forest  designation,  as  the  Agency  having  jurisdiction  of  these 
Public  Lands,  we  have  determined  through  detailed  analysis  that 
conditions  of  use  exist  of  a  nature  which  requires  a  designation 
of  the  type  stated  in  the  above  act.   It  is  our  intent  to  now 
proceed  with  such  a  designation.   Since  the  project  will  use 
land  from  the  area  proposed  for  designation,  we  recommend  that 
a  4(f)  determination  procedure  be  followed. 
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The  submittal  of  any  one  of  these  statements  in  no  way 
negates  the  need  to  pursue  the  procedures  required  by 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 


^sJ.^v^rp^n^ 


^  -,  31999 


SECTION  XI 


COMMENTS  FROM  OTHER  AGENCIES  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

Letters  from  other  agencies  containing  their  comments 
on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  are  included  as  a  part 
of  this  Final  Statement.   With  each  letter  that  had  a  com- 
ment or  question,  we  have  attached  a  discussion  of  the  com- 
ment or  an  explanation  where  a  discussion  of  the  comment 
can  be  found  in  this  statement.   There  were  no  other  letters 
received  indicating  that  any  oth@r  major  environmental  issues 
should  be  considered  or  discussed. 
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Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana     59601 

Attention:   Steve  Kologi 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 


E  oa?'  M®M^iS-"S:t§L 


i3s:K.M-i-.TPr[; 
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We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for 
projects  S-221(3)  and  S-221(7),  Thompson  Falls -West,  Prospect  Creek 
from  Gliddon  Gulch  to  Daisy  Creek  and  have  the  following  comments: 

Page  9.    Second  Paragraph,  last  sentence. 

We  believe  that  in  addition  to  using  hydrologic  information  in 
arriving  at  a  decision  to  use  structures  or  pipes  for  the  Crow 
Creek  crossing,  that  fish  habitat,  possible  migration  and  the 
physical  stream  itself  should  be  considered.    This  should  be 
added.    We  would  recommend  structures. 

Page  14.    Paragraph  5. 

Signing  to  reduce  collisions  and  game  mortalities  is  not  a  very 
good  solution  to  reducing  mortalities  because  motorists  do  not 
heed  these  signs.    This  paragraph  is  a  little  misleading  and  should 
perhaps  more  clearly  define  and  describe  the  collision  problem. 

Page  15.    Paragraph  1. 

In  addition  to  detrimental  effects  to  the  floodplain,  the  stream 
channel,  fish  habitat  and  miigration  of  fishes  are  also  detri- 


L 


mentally  effected  by  changing  stream  cross  sections, 
should  be  added  to  the  statement. 


This 


Page  27.    B-1. 


The  upper  channel  change  in  C~l  is  too  abrupt  to  conform  with 
average  stream  radius  of  turn.    Channel  changes  would  give 
stream  a  straight  ahprmient,  resulting  in  the  stream  attempting 
to  rechannel  itself  with  the  potential  of  added  erosion  of  the 

streambed  and  streambanks. 
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Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
October  31,  1973 
page  2 


Page  28.    No.  2. 

Velocities  in  closed  pipe  at  proposed  grades  and  of  the  length 
required  could  be  barriers  to  the  spawning  migrations  of  cutthroat 
and  Dolly  Varden  trout.    Stream  velocities  below  the  pipe  could 
cause  excessive  erosion.    Construction  activities  themselves 
could  also  cause  pollution  problems  when  installing  the  pipes  and 
bed  load  deposition  above  the  inlet  to  the  pipe  might  occur. 

Page  28.    No.  3 

With  the  information  currently  available  ^  we  would  recommend 
that  Alternate  3  be  chosen  for  the  alignment. 

Sincerely, 


Wesley  R.  Woodgerd,  Director 
State  Fish  and  Game  Department 
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Following  are  the  comments  on  the  questions  and  comments 
raised  by  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game: 

1st  Paragraph  of  Letter 

The  projects  are  in  an  early  design  stage  and  the 
fisheries  of  the  streams  as  well  as  the  hydraulics  of 
the  streams  and  the  hydrologic  nature  of  the  area  will 
be  considered  in  the  design  of  bridges  or  pipes.  This 
paragraph  has  been  rewritten  in  the  statement. 

2nd  Paragraph  of  Letter 

This  roadway  is  not  a  high  speed  highway.   The  design 
speed  is  50  MPH  or  less  in  many  portions  of  the  projects 
and  along  with  signing  of  the  prevalent  game  crossings, 
collisions  will  be  minimized. 

3rd  Paragraph  of  Letter 

From  the  comments  received  on  the  draft  statement  and 
the  information  brought  forth  at  the  public  hearing  there 
will  be  no  encroachment  into  the  stream  in  the  study  area 
and  Alternate  C3  will  be  designed.   Also,  stream  preserva- 
tion is  required  by  law  and  will  be  coordinated  with  the 
Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

4th  Paragraph  of  Letter 

Alternate  "C3,"  the  retaining  wall  system,  will  be  the 
designed  alternate  in  the  study  area  and  Alternates  "Cl" 
and  "C2"  will  not  be  used. 

5th  Paragraph  of  Letter 

Here  again  Alternate  "C3"  will  be  designed  and  will  not 
encroach  into  the  stream. 

6th  Paragraph  of  Letter 

This  will  be  the  designed  alternate 
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--  t*T<ll  tlJo  lAlt-t>  UtrAKlMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

j  OCT   2   4    19/3  I  FOREST  SERVICE 

Federal  ^'Building,  Missoula,  Montana  59801 


MM^jmum- 


REPLY  TO: 


SUBJECT: 


TO: 


8400 
(7100) 

Draft  Environmental  Statement  Projects  S-221(3)  and 
S-221(7)  Thompson  Falls  -  West 

H.  J.  Anderson,  Director  of  Highways 
Department  of  Highways 
6th  Avenue  &  Roberts 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


OCT  2  3  1973 


We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Projects 
8-221(3)  and  S-221(7)  Thompson  Falls  West.   Our  comments  follow. 

We  have  reviewed  the  three  alternatives  between  stations  151+00 
to  175+00  in  light  of  fisheries  needs,  water  quality,  and  land 
stability.   Alternative  #3  is  the  only  one  that  meets  our  land 
management  requirements.   Therefore,  we  recommend  Alternative  #3. 

Several  bridges  or  major  drainage  structures  will  be  needed  on 
this  project.   The  decision  on  the  type  of  structures  to  be  used 
should  consider  the  fishery  as  well  as  the  hydraulics  and  hydrology 
of  the  stream. 


State  water  quality  standards  must  be  met  during  development  of  the 
project  as  well  as  during  operation.   We  recommend  that  work  in 
the  channels  be  scheduled  in  late  summer  or  fall. 
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Following  are  the  comments  on  the  questions  and  comments 
raised  by  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service: 

Re:   Second  Paragraph  of  letter: 

The  Department  of  Highways  is  developing  its 
design  of  these  projects  with  Alternate  "C3"  as  the 
alignment  to  be  used  in  the  study  area. 

Re:   Third  and  Fourth  Paragraph  of  letter: 

During  design  of  these  projects  the  requirements 
by  law  for  stream  preservation  and  consideration  of 
fisheries  as  well  as  the  hydraulics  and  hydrology  will 
be  used  and  is  so  stated  in  Section  IIA. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE   SECRETARY 
MISSOURI  BASIN  REGION 


MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION 

IN  REPliV  REFi|  g^Q   E    I    V    E    D  BU.LCV^G  67.   PENVER   FEDfeRAL   CENTER 

E30'  9       '^  *" 
ER-i3/11890Cl  1  b  1973 


HFl  FNA.  MONTANA, 


NVE;R,   COLORADO    »0225 


t:'H 


OCT  15  1973 


',    I 


^M 


I      \ 


Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  requesting  the  Department  of  the 
Interior's  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  statement  for 
Projects  S-221  (3)  and  S-221  (7)  Thompson  Falls  -  West  (Prospect 
Creek  from  Glidden  Gulch  to  Daisy  Creek)  in  Sanders  County,  Montana. 

General  Comments 

The  draft  statement  is  generally  adequate  and  recognizes  the  adverse 
and  beneficial  effects  which  could  emerge  from  the  proposed  project. 
However,  there  are  a  few  points  that  should  be  discussed  and  included 
in  the  final  statement. 


Specific  Comments 

1.  There  are  no  data  in  the  draft 
involved.  It  may  be  well  to  d 
ative  to  the:  (1)  mean  annual 
flows  for  Prospect  Creek;  (2) 
design  of  bridges  and  culverts 
water  table  and  marshes  becaus 
(4)  possible  cause-effect  rela 
potential  landslide  areas;  and 
the  likelihood  of  leaks  in  the 


on  the  water  resources  of  the  area 
iscuss  local  water  resources  rel- 

streamflow,  low  flows,  and  flood 
recurrence  interval  used  in  the 
;  (3)  possible  effects  to  ground- 
e  of  proposed  channel  changes; 
tions  between  ground  water  and 

(5)  possibilities  for  increasing 

petroleum  pipeline  by  relocation. 


2.  Refe;rence  is  made  on  page  14  to  the  proposed  year-round  road 

increasing  mortality  of  big-game  species  and  that  areas  of  big- 
game  movements  would  be  signed  to  alert  motorists.   In  this 
respect,  we  should  like  to  suggest  imposing  a  reduced  speed  limit 
to  minimize  collisions  with  big-game  animals. 
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Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Page  2 


3.  To  help  preserve  the  natural  fishery  of  Prospect  Creek  and  its 
principal  tributaries,  the  existing  gradient  of  these  streams 
should  be  maintained o   We,  therefore,  suggest  that  the  construction  , 
of  bridges  rather  than  culverts  be  implemented  where  stream 
crossings  are  involved. 

4.  We  note  on  page  18  that  the  contractor  will  be  required  to  submit 
his  work  schedule  prior  to  construction  showing  how  erosion  and 
stream  contamination  will  be  prevented.  We  strongly  endorse  this 
procedure  and  suggest  the  actual  construction  work  involving 
stream  habitat  be  closely  monitored  to  prevent  stream  degradation 
from  occurring.  This  procedure  should  also  be  followed  to 
preserve  the  riparian  vegetation  along  Prospect  Creek. 

5.  The  draft  statement  refers  to  "Old  Mountain  House"  (pages  17-18 
and  Exhibit  B) ,  an  historical  site  within  200  feet  of  the  proposed 
road  alignment.   The  statement  also  indicates  that  the  site  will 
not  be  directly  affected  by  the  proposed  construction.   However, 
the  draft  fails  to  include  measures  that  have  been  taken  to 
compile  a  complete  inventory  of  cultural/archeological  resources 
in  the  project  area.   In  order  to  accomplish  this,  consultations 
and  a  survey  should  be  effected  with  the  University  of  Montana 
Statewide  Archeological  Survey  (Dr.  Floyd  W.  Sharrock,  Director, 
University  of  Montana,  Missoula,  Montana  59801)  to  determine 
whether  or  not  any  cultural/archeological  resources  exist  in  the 
project  area.   Should  the  consultations  and  survey  reveal  the 
presence  of  any  cultural/archeological  remains  which  will  suffer 
adverse  impact  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action,  a  detailed  plan 
for  preservation  or  mitigation  through  salvage  excavation  should      ' 
be  compiled  and  included  in  the  final  environmental  statement, 

along  with  an  indication  of  arrangements  that  have  been  made  to 
implement  such  a  plan. 

6.  The  "do  nothing"  alternative  (pages  3  and  28)  should  not  be 
ruled  out  because  it  would  not  fulfill  the  basic  responsibility 
of  providing  safer  and  more  efficient  transportation  facility  for 
the  traveling  public.   This  alternate  should  be  discussed  in  the 
final  statement  to  establish  baseline  environmental  data,  particularly 
concerning  natural  ecosystems,  against  which  to  measure  adverse 
effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  alternatives. 
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Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Page  3 


7.   The  final  statement  should  also  contain  mitigating  measures 
with  respect  to  gravel  and  borrow  needed  for  the  right-of-way 
during  construction.   Specific  location,  type  of  gravel  pit 
operations  and  related  reclamation  measures  should  be  identified 
and  described. 

Sincerely, 


ir^ 


pecial  Assistant' 
to  the  Secretary 


38  S:<:.  •  ^'rojn 


33  C::ivj!;ant  C93 


P^fiie 
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Following  are  the  comments  concerning  the  questions 
raised  by  the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior: 

1.  These  projects  will  have  no  ill  effects  on  the 
water  resources  of  the  area.   The  flood  recurrence 
interval  used  in  the  design  of  bridges  is  50  years 
and  25  years  for  culverts.   The  roadway  will  not 
affect  ground  water  and  marshes  in  that  the  retain- 
ing wall  system  is  the  alternate  which  will  be  used 
in  the  study  area.   When  or  if  the  pipeline  has  to 
be  relocated,  the  work  will  be  closely  monitored  to 
prevent  spillage  or  leakage. 

2.  The  design  speed  of  these  projects  is  50  MPH  or  less 
which  is  not  a  high  speed  highway  and  with  the  aid  of 
signing  the  collisions  between  big-game  and  vehicles 
will  be  minimized. 

3.  The  existing  gradient  of  the  streams  will  be  maintained, 
with  major  crossings  of  streams  involved  being  by  bridge 

or  using  pipes  with  due  consideration  given  to  the  hydraulics 
and  fisheries.   Also,  alternate  "C3"  will  be  the  designed 
alternate  in  the  study  area  and  this  alternate  does  not 
infringe  upon  the  creek, 

4.  Field  inspection  of  all  construction  work  is  a  full-time, 
continuous  operation  by  the  Department  of  Highways  during 
project  construction.   Also,  the  Forest  Service  monitors 
all  construction  on  lands  under  their  jurisdiction. 

5.  In  Section  X  of  the  draft  statement  there  is  a  letter  to 
and  the  reply  from  Mr,  Ashley  Roberts  of  the  Montana  Depart- 
ment of  Fish  and  Game,   Mr.  Roberts  is  the  State  Liaison 

Of f icer for  the  preservation  of  Historic  Sites,  and  has 
stated  that  this  site  is  not  on  the  state  inventory  and 
that  it  is  not  being  considered  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register, 

6.  The  "no-build"  or  "do-nothing"  alternative  has  been  ex- 
panded to  fully  establish  why  it  would  not  be  a  reasonable 
alternative. 

7.  If  gravel  and  borrow  materials  from  outside  the  constr- 
uction limits  are  needed  for  the  projects  it  will  be  ob- 
tained from  the  Forest  Service.   The  Forest  Service  and 
the  Department  of  Highways  have  worked  together  to  develop 
borrow  areas  with  reclamation  measures  included  in  the 
written  agreements. 
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Hjnr   OOO.   IC-.60   LI/;COLN   i-rut.ET 
C'!-,--JVt"R,   COLCRAIJO    y0203 

October  12,  1973 


Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.E. 
Supervisor,  Preconstruction  Section 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Kologi: 


_  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  draft 
environmental  statement  for  Thompson  Falls  -  SesJ  and  finds  that 
r?H^^  L::iif  iltf  ^°-'^^  ^^d—  the  environmL?ar?m  ac?s 


of  the  proposed  action. 


In  accordance  with  current  EPA  guidelines,  the  proposed 
ildTlF|SrWo™at?on:  '  '°'"  °'  '''  ''''"'  ''''""  ''   ^"^1°' 


Please  send  us  a  copy  of  the  final  sta 


tement. 


Enclosure 


Sincerely  yours 


.^i 


/Oohn  A.   Green 
g'ional  Administrator 


/-  / 
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Environmental  Impact:  of  the  Action 
LO — Lack  of  Objections 

fnMjf  ,"°r?''^'"'"°"'  '^°  the  proposed  action  as  described 

in  I'ul  triloslTlllil'n:'-'"'"'-'    ^  -"^"^  -^^  .inor  changes 

ER--Environmcntal  Reservations 

ce?ta?^  aspects' o?"fhr"°"''"'"5  """   =""ro„™ental  effects  of 

further  :?Sd\='Sf1„;,^L?:ra°lt^rn:^iees  of LdlJicItion^S^s 
IHT/Zst   TJe'LtTclV"^   ori.rnatin,  Kederall^encTto  ^  = 

EU— Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisf actorv 

h\"fLr--eni^?-\:^:^aTfr-LrL-\^hL-   t  f  -  he 

?^-hL--c-d1nV?L-L-SiL^;ro^°no-c?Sn-S;r^^-^ 

M£q[H££^LJgl_the    Impact    Statement 

Category    1--Adequate 


as 

ct 


Category  2--Insuf f icient  Information 

s:?f^:Jlnrf„ft:Lt'S„^s'L^:-%\iirthi"L^??Ln::;tS"'^^" 

i"?orL?-1„g-??S   S2^:-n-   ?rk   tr        e-      --   ^^ 
lltr^rrlVellZ'^iTslT,   "'    '^-^"P-t  o„'?hrenvLo„™e„t. 
tion   .LlT.lTot   ]^^   inlie-^'JafrS^Le^l/"'"-^"^- 
Category    3  — Inadequate 
EPA   believes    that    the   draft    impact    statement   does   not 

:gcr-:c\=L--s:r?Kr^L^L-rL:L  tei--^ 
?LTr'::L--^rsrio^?hra:c?  ^tjtiss/^" ----- 

ra^Lf:Jh^--de"2r?L"'p^:,:ct-r1cuSf-°n-e^a"° 

^JZ^^  ^="="""^  -^^  -  "^-^  to°.a.l^C:;?h\ 
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Figure    3-1.       Attachment 
Page    2    of    2 
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form  DOT  F  13:o.l  (1-67) 

UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

ISloiiorandum 
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•*^i.i  (itii 


fTr7~r 


DEPARTMEflT^OF  j  TRANS  PORTjATIoL 
oFfitE  Or-'Tf<T;5£-cRe7A?.T-^! — i— 


SUBJECT: 


FROM 


TO 


vironmental  Impact  Statement:  Highway  n.r.orn  cbllCV'^Lf^^^^  '^ 
S-221(3)andS-Z21(7),  Thompson  Falls^  ""SEP  f^!'^/-  -^CC 
ospect  Creek  from  Glidden  Gulch  to  '"  "''"'      ^^^'-i- !^-----.' M 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Projects  " 
West  (Pr 

f^^Tiw.^""^^^'^'    Sanders  County',    Montana 
(FHWA-Mont-EIS-73-04-D) 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Environment, 
Safety,    and  Consumer  Affairs 
Harold  N.    Stewart 
Division  Engineer 
Helena,    Montana 


Vr-" 


.1  J 


known  as  Forest  H-ghwaVtoT^^  ''"'  °'  ''^^  ^°"'^  No.  .-4^fei-s 

revised  package       H    uch  »        .  °"''    '''°"^''  '''^  included  in  the 

detern^i^ation'rhouW  be  in^i  d   rai^rtTe'r'^-  T'"   ^  '""°"  ''« 
statement  in  accord-,  n.„       11  .T  '"""^  environmental  impact 

Procedure  rMemoraXmXl.^  '^""^"""  ^""'^^"^'^  ^"  ^"'^^^  -^ 


:^:i::^^rri=-i:::i-tr.---— 


the  comments 


,;J>-^Benjamin  dC  Davis,    Jr. 
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Following  are  the  comments  on  the  questions  raised  bv 

the  Department  of  Transportation,  office  of  the  Secretary. 

Section  X  of  the  draft  statement  does  have  the  reauired 

h^f  r^aueitld'fr"""^?;'"""  '"  "'  ^^^  ^-Partment'^^f^igh^^^s 
has  requested  from  the  D.  0.  T.,  Office  of  the  Secretary 

clarification  of  the  wordage  of  the  statement,  by  the  Forest 
jurlsdLuo"  "^  ^  "'  determinations  on  lands  under  theif 
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HE  I 


October  1 ,  1973 


Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Di  rector 

Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana   59601 
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Attention:   Stephen  C.  Kologi 


Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 


This 
mental  S 


s  will  acknowledge  receint  r\^   +h«  n  .cj.  r- 
tatement  for  Thompson  fIi Is   West  °"" 


FEN/ss 


Date  RcKd.  Prfcconst.    ^^■''/!^'  /--' 


incerely , 


MAIL  ROUTE 


^rFLETCHER    E.    NEWBY 
5  Executive    Director 
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30  Phc;r.;rsmmetry 

.'J  Cuilacing  t)e3;,;;i 

3U  EnviroftffTSntal 

_^l«^ntract  Pi  ins 
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Loren    L.    Bahls  ,    Ph.D 
Staff   Ecologist 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


P.  0.  Box  970,  Bozeman,  Montana   59715 


H.  J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
Highway  Department 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 


October  1,  1973 
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The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  5221(3)  and  5221(7)  Thompson 
Falls,  Montana,  in  Sanders  County,  that  was  addressed  to  Dr.  T.  C.  Byerly, 
Office  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Washington,  D.  Co,  was  referred  to 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  review  and  comment. 

There  is  little  privately  owned  land  and  no  significant  amount  of  private 
prime  farm  lands  to  be  committed  to  the  proposed  action.   Environmental 
considerations  appear  to  be  adequately  considered  for  the  proposal. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  proposed 
project. 


Sincerely, 


6^ 


^U/   A^' 


■P' 


A^.  B.  Lihford 
7   State  Conservationist 


cc:   Kenneth  E.  Grant,'  Administrator ,  SCS,  Wash.,  D.  C. 

F.  H,*Tschirley,  Acting  Coordinator  of  Env.  Quality  Activities, 
f Office  of  the  Secretary,  USDA,  Wash,,  D.  C, 
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